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1 . The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

2. The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .126 which requires the 
original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. When 
claims are canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered. When new claims 
are presented, they must be numbered consecutively beginning with the number next 
following the highest numbered claims previously presented (whether entered or not). 

Claims 3-5 are improperly dependent. Corrections are required 

Double Patenting 

3. Claims 2-5 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting 
over claims 1-5 of U. S. Patent No. 6,693,719 (Gupta et al.). 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the 
patent and is covered by the patent since the patent and the application are claiming 
common subject matter, as follows: The means of interpreting and the spawning means 
of claim 2 of U. S. Patent No. 6,693,719 reads on the steps of claim 2 in the current 
application. With regard to claims 3-5 of the current application, the limitations of 
claims 3-5 are covered by the limitations of claims 3-5 of U.S. Patent No. 6,693,719. 
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Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why applicant was prevented from 
presenting claims corresponding to those of the instant application during prosecution of 
the application which matured into a patent. See In re Schneller, 397 F.2d 350, 158 
USPQ 210 (CCPA 1968). See also MPEP § 804. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Easwar et 

al. (6,101,290) in view of Dye et al. (6,518,965). 

With regard to claim 2, Easwar et al. teaches a computer implemented method for of 

rasterizing a page in page description language in a multiprocessor integrated circuit 

comprising the steps of: interpreting said page in said PDL with a first processor of said 

multiprocessor integrated circuit (see col. 1, line 14 thru col. 2, line 47, which describe 

the steps that can be program and store in a memory). Easwar et al. teaches spawning 

a subtask from the first processor to another of said processors (e.g. col. 2, lines 62- 

65), but fails to teach tasking from the first processor to another of said processors for 

sorting polygon edges in increasing minimum Y coordinate. Dye et al. teaches that it is 

well known the art at the time of the invention to rasterize data (e.g. col. 14, lines 31-37) 

and sorting polygon edges in increasing minimum Y coordinate (e.g. col. 28, lines 28- 
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42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use one 
of the processor's of Easwar et al. with the sorting polygons as taught by Dye et al. to 
because of the following reasons: 1) as suggested by Dye et al, in col. 28, lines 28-31; 
and 2) to allow the system of Easwar et al. to minimize the number of steps during 
rasterization by using polygon sorting. 

5. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Easwar et al. (6,101,290) and Dye et al. (6,518,965). as applied to claim 2 above, and 
further in view of Inoue et al. (5,974,436). 

With regard to claim 3, the combination of Easwar et al. and Dye et al. teach the use of 
multiprocessors and computation or sorting of polygons to generate a rasterizing page 
(see above), but fail to teach using a floating point computational unit and an integer 
multiplier unit. However, Inoue et al. teaches that it is well known in the art at the time of 
the invention to use a floating point computational unit and an integer multiplier unit in a 
power calculation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use the processor's of Easwar et al. with computational unit and integer multiplier 
as taught by Inoue et al. to because of the following reasons: 1) as suggested by Inoue 
et al, in the abstract, and 2) to allow the system as taught by the combination of Easwar 
et al. and Dye et al. to increase the speed of the computation needed to calculate the 
minimum values for sorting the polygons. 

With regard to claim 4, the limitations of claim 4 are covered by the limitations of 
claims 4; and Dye et al. teaches that it is well known the art at the time of the invention 
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to rasterize data (e.g. col. 14, lines 31-37) and sorting polygon edges in increasing 
minimum Y coordinate and detecting midpoint (e.g. col. 28, lines 28-42 and col. 29, 
lines 29-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
use one of the processor's of Easwar et al. with the sorting polygons and detecting 
midpoints as taught by Dye et al. to because of the following reasons: 1) as suggested 
by Dye et al, in col. 28, lines 28-31 ; and 2) to allow the system of Easwar et al. to 
minimize the number of steps during rasterization by using midpoint polygon sorting. 

With regard to claim 5, the limitations of claim 5 are covered by the limitations of 
claims 3 and 4; and Dye et al. teaches that it is well known the art at the time of the 
invention to rasterize data (e.g. col. 14, lines 31-37) and sorting polygon edges by 
calculating Y coordinates (e.g. col. 28, lines 28-42 and col. 29, lines 29-30). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use one of the processor's 
of Easwar et al. with the sorting polygons and detecting Y coordinates as taught by Dye 
et al. to because of the following reasons: 1) as suggested by Dye et al, in col. 28, lines 
28-31 ; and 2) to allow the system of Easwar et al. to minimize the number of steps 
during rasterization by using interception polygon sorting. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Kumar et al.. (6,567,182) teaches a scan conversion of polygons for printing file in a 
page description language. 

Ghavam et al. (5,771 ,045) teaches a method for polygon decomposition. 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gabriel I. Garcia whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7434. The Examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 7:30 AM-6:00 
PM. The fax phone number for this group is (571 ) 273-8300. 

On July 15. 2005 . the Central FAX Number will change to 571-273-8300. 
This new Central FAX Number is the result of relocating the Central FAX 
server to the Office's Alexandria, Virginia campus. 

Most facsimile-transmitted patent application related correspondence is 
required to be sent to the Central FAX Number. To give customers time to 
adjust to the new Central FAX Number, faxes sent to the old number (703- 
872-9306) will be routed to the new number until September 15, 2005. 
After September 15. 2005 . the old number will no longer be in service and 
571-273-8300 will be the only facsimile number recognized for "centralized 
delivery". 

CENTRALIZED DELIVERY POLICY: For patent related 
correspondence, hand carry deliveries must be made to the Customer 
Service Window (now located at the Randolph Building, 401 Dulany 
Street, Alexandria, VA 22314), and facsimile transmissions must be sent 
to the Central FAX number, unless an exception applies. For example, 
if the examiner has rejected claims in a regular U.S. patent application, 
and the reply to the examiner's Office action is desired to be transmitted 
by facsimile rather than mailed, the reply must be sent to the Central 
FAX Number. 



Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 
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